"bilateral hemispheric" and "unilateral hemispheric" products.
Participation of only one hemisphere during learning would necessarily limit by one-half the available amount of brain tissue. If this is so, differences in learning rates between animals capable of interhemispheric transfer and animals incapable of interhemispheric transfer could be explained by Lashley's principle of cortical mass action (11) . With this hypothesis it is not unreasonable to expect that the animal with both cerebral hemispheres interacting during learning should require less training than the animal with only one hemisphere participating in the same learning situation. We would also expect retention to be different since, in the unilateral hemispheric situation, there is less brain mass available for memory storage during and after acquisition.
Although the underlying mechanisms are unknown, the main conclusions suggested by these studies are that (i) both cerebral hemispheres usually participate during learning, (ii) the normal learning curve and thus the normal Underwood (1) or (2)]. This is precisely why we concluded, "Our data offer no support for the hypothesis that the retina is involved in this response."
The reader should be convinced by this argument only to the degree that he feels our experimental design and statistical analysis maximizes the chance of observing retinal involvement should it exist.
Lott claims that an alternative conclusion can be drawn from our data by use of a x2 test (Lott, AUGUST 1970 sample in this category simply on the basis that their average testis weight is less. The same criticism applies to the way in which he forms the remaining three categories. A specific example will suffice to show that Lott's reanalysis of our data is inappropriate. The individual testis weights in one of the 12 samples in which the normal birds had the larger average testis weight are shown in Table 1 . Lott (see his table 1) assigned the seven normal birds in this sample to the "normal-larger" category and the seven blind birds to the "blind-smaller" category simply because the average testis weight of the blind birds (185 mg) is less than the average testis weight of the normal birds (197 mg). It is quite clear, however, that many of the blind birds in this sample had testes as large or larger than the testes of the normal birds. A valid x2 could be performed on our data, for example, by using the median testis weight of all 311 birds in the 18 samples as the dividing line between "larger" and "smaller." The resulting x2 is not significant; x2 -2.68, .10 < P < .25 (Table 2) .
It is true that there are other statistics one could apply, such as combined probabilities from tests of significance or signed rank tests of the differences between the means, in an attempt to get an overall view of the significance of the data. Neither of these tests show significant differences between the blind and normal birds at the 5 percent level, but neither these nor any other statistics with which we are familiar are completely adequate to test the overall significance of data drawn from a population that is changing with time. Accordingly, we employed a straightforward statistic, Stu- (1) (2) where m and e are the mass and charge of the electron; op and o, the plasma and laser frequencies in radians per second; Eo, the electric field in the light beam; and n, the free electron density. A field of over a megagauss results from a 2000-joule, 100-psec pulse of 1 ,u wavelength light focused on a 50 ,u2 area if there are 1021 electron/
